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SYNOPSIS

On June 13, 2012, U.S. EPA CID Special Agent (SA)_ mterviewed
Assistant Chief of Security, Detroit Water & Sewerage Department, regarding the
evaluation, awarding and execution of contract DWS 844A (Security Contract).

DETAILS

On June 13,2012, U.S. EPA CID Special Agent (SA) [N intorviewed
Il A ssistant Chief of Security, Detroit Water & Sewerage Department, regarding th
evaluation, awarding and execution of contract DWS 844A (Security Contract). was
mterviewed at the office of the Detroit Law Department. After being informed o dentity of the
mterviewing agent and the purpose of the interview, M provided the following information:

has been employed with the DWSD for 30 years, and has been the Assistant Chief of the
ity Division for the past 13 or 14 years.

was a part of the team which developed the request for proposal and technical specifications
\DWS 844 which later became DWS 844A. also was a member of the evaluation team
which reviewed the technical bids M role o represent the Security Division from the

end user perspective. then o the execution of the contract, again from the end user
perspective. Eventual was responsible for approving contractor payments after 8l division
encountered significant ms with the work performed by the contractor. M cotfilmented
that! asked for this responsibility so that @8 would have leverage on the con  to get the work
doné€ properly.

During the evaluation phase of 844A, supported awarding the contract to Motor City Electric
(MCE). cited the fact that’ olved in writing the specifications for the bid and knew
what the ity Division neede

out of a security system for its facilities.m characterized
MCE’s bid as technically superior and the lowest price.

M attended a Board of Water Commissioners (BOWC) meeting expecting the contract to be
‘ded to MCE, as that 1s what the evaluation committee recommended to the DWSD Director,
However, when the contract was brought to the table got up and told the
BOWTC that there was a need to negotiate with two bidders. - told the BOWC that the
negotiations would ensure that the contract met the needs of the DWSD, citing the fact that in the

past there were discrepancies in whether the specifications of MCE were accurate. was “very
much surprised” when [l did this as it was the first timeF heard of any p s with
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MCE and! personally did not feel there was a basis for [{JIE statement.

confided to
toward ac

At thetime
was being

supervisor, Chief that @&l felt the contract awarding
n decision. of PMA was avocal point in the evaluation
process and felt &8 was a part of the effort to steer the contract to DFT. guestioned

asto was questioning DFT’ s qualifications. The negotiation and%val uation process
ver ayear to complete. The rationale used to eliminate M CE was that they couldn’t meet
the time line set by the department for the completion of the work. felt that the additional
items added by the department would have prevented any contract completing the contract
work by the set deadline. However, DFT said that they could do it while MCE said it would take
additional time and thus money. commented that the setting of the deadline with no cost
Increases was pre-textual and int to rule MCE out of the process.

SA DIDHOI) 5sked to review achain of emails which discuss a potential delay with 844A
due to the awarding of ntract for the Opteman system. recalled the discussion and said
that the Opteman awarding and installation was a consideratien'in determining whether a contractor
could meet the DWSD imposed deadline. MCE had a very valid position given the additional work
added to the contract post bid and the uncertainty of the installation of the Opteman system by
another contractor. These factors are what led to characterize the awarding of the contract to

DFT over MCE as pre-textual.
added that
role in the ov t of

wrote the rejection letter to MCE which [ felt was unusual.
lein this process was over the line. IS 2o had an enh

the evaluation process. gave a speech at the beginning of the evaluation meetings about
how each of the evalu as handpicked by Deputy Director frequently
came to the evaluation meetings and gave talks about the evaluation process. felt that this

level of interest in the progress of the evaluation process was unusual and fel was thereto

get intel on which contractor the committee was |eaning towards.

There were numerous problems with the security system installed by DFT. The original
specifications called for the contractor to install the systems at four sites at atime, thus minimizing
how many sites the contractor was working on at once. DFT chose to perform the same task at each
site at the same time: concrete all at once, etc. This caused significant lapsesin time between
construction being performed at each site and alack of coordination between subcontractors.aM
recalled attending what was supposed to be an internal departmental meeting to discuss the v
problems|@l division was experiencing with the on-going installation of the system only to find
DFT représéntatives present.

never got completed design drawing from DFT, only partial plans for what the contractor

to do, thus as the end user representative was never able to evaluate the final plans.
The prior contract (844) had completed designs system which had not changed for 844A.
These designs were completed by Black & Veatch, alarge construction engineering firm which was
the contracted design consultant. Black & Veatch was still a part of the 844A process and the local
contact was . Spalding DeDecker was also a design resource available to DFT and the
DWSD. Representatives from Black & Veatch and Spalding started to voice their concerns over
DFT’ s execution of the contract. Both of their as needed contracts were suddenly cancelled.
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It got to the point where asked for approval authority of all paymentsto DFT on this contract.
did thisin order t leverage over the contractor to get things done correctly.
@sked for this authority in the last six months of the contract and was granted it by
then started to queﬂionM on why @ was holding up the ¢ t
explained to that @8l was just tryin et thed

artment its moneys worth. wed
RIDER)  don't you wantkhat?" to which (I replied “yes’ but that! wanted ntract to

end as soon as possible.

explained that some of the problems with the security system have not been fixed to this day.
confirmed that the substantial compl etion date was met in January of February of 2007 and
e date specified in by the contract.

M 343 was a contract held by DCI for the installation of perimeter security fencing and monitors
and was executed between 2002 and 2004. The DWSD engineers wanted to add five water intake
plants and the Belle Idle plant to this contract but told them that the systems were not needed
given the existing security systems and pointed o the fencing at two of the plants could not
support the perimeter security components. documented this position in aletter to the
Security Chief. Moreover, the DCI proposal is additional work consisted of hand drawn
diagrams and contained designs that didn’t make sense. This change order was scuttled. Later on,
the same work was proposed as a change order under 844A. again objected to the work.
returned to work after the Christmas break of 2005 an d that the DWSD had created
proved a change order for this work under DWS 812. told that

“they” pushed it through over the break. contacted and asked h | was
going to put perimeter sensors on existin ing that was falling apart at two of the pl ants?M
told that they will reinforce the two fences. After the sensor system was installed the t

fences did in fact fall down and are currently still down.

came to work one day and attempted to access|@ll email folder titled “844A” but discovered
the entire folder contents had disappeared. t arequest to of IT to restore the
emails but never received aresponse nor were ails restored. ed that the 844A
related emails contained in H sent folder were not deleted.

The Opteman system was needed because some facilities could not connect to the business network.
commented that it was well known that the Opteman system was needed. The process of
enting Opteman was delaying 844A and its launch was more expensive than the money
alloted to the existing AT& T contract.

was asked about the circumstances surrounding @il deposition in the Special Master‘s
pvVestigation. All of the staff to be deposed assembl the 16th floor conference room but where
then taken down to the 5th floor together. The door to the room was open as was the door to

office which was nearby. characterized the situation as intimidating knowing

that could over hear the depésition and that it was not a conducive environment.

remarked that the attorneys did not ask the correct questions of the DWSD staff.

was asked if said under oath in @l deposition that the 844A contract was executed
fie and under budget would that be an accufate statement. M replied no, it was definitely
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not on time and not on budget.

According to every mistake made by the contractor the department paid to fix. One example
of thisisthe ers which were installed by the DFT team in the wrong location. The readers
were too close to the motion detectors so when a car pulled up to the reader the front of the vehicle
set off the motion detector alarm. A change order was submitted by DFT to correct this problem to
which protested the approving of. DWSD project manager [ did not object to
thech rder and would frequently mimic what the DFT representative said. It was clear to
' that was getting @8l orders from someone else in the department on how to handle
thiese issu was not e of achange order under PC 747 for the migration of the 844A
systemto th ess network.

Stanley/Best Accessisasmall IT firm which had limited experience prior to working on 844A.

was the assigned employee for this project and was directed not to speak to or
staff directly. Knowing the firm’s limited experiencM refused to let them work
were accessing the Security Division’s network in 0 execute their work under 844A.
was eventually threatened by 8l boss not to talk to or be fired. DA Central
ually replaced Stanley/Best Access. DA Central was al thelPT maintenance contractor for
the Security Division. DA Central was made to sign a confidentially agreement with DFT and DCI
in order to do this work which included limiting their discussions with the Security staff.

During d%nflrst meeting with IS Id that when they interacted it would be face to
face, n ail was to be sent, no text m irected not to write anything down, but
instead to come and see” Chief M was also present iSmeeting.

office for listening devices. @
that &M division does not h he capability to do this so DA
Central. recalled that @&l w ed to have office swept at |least twice and did so
both tim has never/been asked by another DWSD Director to ha\/ea office swept for
listening d

to have the Security division sweep
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